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REMARKS 

At the outset, the Examiner is thanked for the thorough review and consideration of the 
pending application. The Office Action dated August 18, 2004 has been received and its contents 
carefully reviewed. 

Claims 36-70 are currently pending, wherein claims 36, 52, 62 and 64-68 have been 
amended. Applicant respectfully requests favorable reconsideration of the pending claims in 
view of the remarks presented herein below. 

In paragraph 1, the Examiner objects to the title as not being descriptive. Applicant 
hereby amends the title, as indicated above, in order to address the Examiner's concerns. 

In paragraph 2, claims 62-66 are objected to for various informalities. Claims 62 and 64- 
67 have been amended to correct typographical errors, thereby addressing the Examiner's 
concerns. 

In paragraph 4, the Examiner rejects claims 52-62 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,091,471 to Kim et al. ("Kim"). Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 

In order to support a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must teach each 
and every claimed element. In the present case, claims 52-62 are not anticipated by Kim because 
Kim fails to disclose each and every claimed element as discussed below. 

Independent claim 52, as amended, defines a method of forming a homeotropic twisted 
nematic mode liquid crystal display that includes, inter alia, "forming a first alignment film on a 
first substrate, the first alignment film having at least two domains having different alignment 
direction in each of the two domains, and forming a second alignment film on a second substrate, 
the second alignment film having at least two domains having the same alignment direction in all 
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of the domains." Kim fails to disclose at least these features of independent claim 52. 
Accordingly, independent claim 52 is not anticipated by Kim. 

Claims 53-62 variously depend from independent claim 52. Therefore, claims 53-62 are 
patentably distinguishable over Kim for at least those reasons presented above with respect to 
claim 52. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 52-62 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

In paragraph 7, the Examiner rejects claims 36-46, 50, 51 and 68-70 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kim in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,249,070 to 
Takano ("Takano") or U.S. Patent No. 4,896,947 to Leenhouts ("Leenhouts"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

In order to support a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103, the Examiner must establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness three basic 
criteria must be met. First there must be some motivation or suggestion to combine/modify the 
cited references. Second there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the 
combination must teach each and every claimed element. In the present case, claims 36-46, 50, 
51 and 68-70 are not rendered unpatentable over the combination of Kim and Takano or Kim and 
Leenhouts because the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness as 
discussed below. 

Independent claims 36 and 68 each define a method of forming a homeotropic twisted 
nematic mode liquid crystal display. Both methods include, inter alia^ forming a first alignment 
film on a first substrate, the first alignment film having at least two domains having different 
alignment direction in each of the two domains, and forming a second alignment film on a 
second substrate, the second alignment film having at least two domains having the same 
alignment direction in all of the domains. Accordingly, independent claims 36 and 68 are 
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patentably distinguishable over Kim for at least those reasons discussed above with respect to 
claim 52. Furthermore, neither Takano nor Leenhouts overcomes the deficiencies of Kim. 

Since Kim, Takano and Leenhouts each fail to disclose or suggest a method of forming 
an HTN mode LCD that includes forming a first alignment film on a first substrate, the first 
ahgnment film having at least two domains having different alignment direction in each of the 
two domains, and forming a second alignment film on a second substrate, the second alignment 
film having at least two domains having the same alignment direction in all of the domains, any 
combination of these three references cannot possibly disclose or suggest said features. 
Therefore, even if one skilled in the art where motivated to combine Kim and Takano or Kim 
and Leenhouts, neither combination would render claims 36 and 68 unpatentable because both 
combinations fails to disclose each and every claimed feature. 

Claims 37-46, 50, 51, 69 and 70 variously depend from independent claims 36 and 68. 
Therefore, claims 37-46, 50, 51, 69 and 70 are patentably distinguishable over the combination 
of Kim and Takana or Kim and Leenhouts for at least those reasons presented above with respect 
to claims 36 and 68. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of claims 36-46, 50, 51 and 68-70 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

In paragraph 8, the Examiner rejects claims 63-67 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being xmpatentable over Kim in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,621,558 to Shimada et al. 
("Shimada"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Claims 63-67 variously depend from independent claim 52. Therefore, claims 63-67 are 
patentably distinguishable over Kim for at least those reasons presented above with respect to 
claim 52. Furthermore, Shimada fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kim. Specifically, 
Shimada fails to disclose a method of forming an HTN-mode LCD that includes forming a first 
and second alignment film as claimed. 
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Since Kim and Shimada both fail to disclose or suggest a method of fomiing an HTN 
mode LCD that includes "fomiing a first alignment film on a first substrate, the first alignment 
film having at least two domains having different alignment direction in each of the two 
domains, and forming a second alignment film on a second substrate, the second alignment film 
having at least two domains having the same alignment direction in all of the domains," the 
combination of these two references cannot possibly disclose or suggest said features. 
Therefore, even if one skilled in the art where motivated to combine Kim and Shimada, the 
combination would still fail to render claims 36 and 68 unpatentable because the combination 
fails to disclose each and every claimed feature. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 63-67 xmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

In paragraph 10, the Examiner rejects claims 47-49 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Kim in view of Takano or Leenhouts, further in view of Shimada. 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Claims 47-49 variously depend from independent claim 36. Therefore, claims 47-49 are 
patentably distinguishable over the combination of Kim and Takano or the combination of Kim 
and Leenhouts for at least those reasons presented above with respect to claim 36. Furthermore, 
Shimada fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kim. 

Since Kim, Takano, Leenhouts, and Shimada each fail to disclose or suggest a method of 
forming an HTN mode LCD that includes forming a first alignment film on a first substrate, the 
first alignment film having at least two domains having different alignment direction in each of 
the two domains, and forming a second alignment film on a second substrate, the second 
alignment film having at least two domains having the same alignment direction in all of the 
domains, any combination of these four references cannot possibly disclose or suggest said 
features. Therefore, even if one skilled in the art where motivated to combine Kim, Takano, and 
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Shimada or Kim, Leenhouts and Shimada, neither combination would render claims 36 and 68 
unpatentable because both combinations fail to disclose each and every claimed feature. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of 
claims 47-49 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

In paragraph 13, the Examiner rejects claims 36-70 under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-35 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,671,021. Applicant respectfully disagrees with this rejection. However, for the sole purpose 
of expediting the prosecution of this application. Applicant submits herewith a Terminal 
Disclaimer. 

The Applicant is in condition for allowance. Notice of same is eamestly solicited. Should 
the Examiner find the application other than in condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
requested to call the undersigned attorney at (202) 496-7500 to discuss the steps necessary for 
placing the application in condition for allowance. All correspondence should continue to be 
sent to the below-listed address. 

If these papers are not considered timely filed by the Patent and Trademark Office, then a 
petition is hereby made under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .136, and any additional fees required under 37 
C.F.R. § 1.136 for any necessary extension of time, or any other fees required to complete the 
filing of this response, may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-091 1 . Please credit any 
overpayment to deposit Account No. 50-091 1 . A duplicate copy of this sheet is enclosed. 
Dated: November 18, 2004 Re spect fully submitted, 



Re5egca Golcmian Rudich J 
Registration^Io. 41,786 
McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP 
1900 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Attomeys for Applicant 
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